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“Fresh pulp was obtained from ripe Kesar mangoes as method suggested by Yadav et al., (2025).” Mention briefly here what was the sample size& repeats performed.

For the discussion, include values for other varieties of mangoes for comparison. And clearly relate how Kesar variety is better or not for the processing units

Correlation studies of the results parameters obtained and of ‘agitation, pumping and thermal processing’should be conducted. Or put it as future scope. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	








PART 4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 
If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer



PART 5: Objective Evaluation:

	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8




Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 
Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 
Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 
Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 
Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Sunandita Ghosh

	Department of Reviewer
	Food Science

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Purdue University

	Country of Reviewer
	USA

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Postdoctoral Researcher

	Email ID of Reviewer
	Sunandita.ghosh11@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer

	Food Protein, Dairy protein, Plant protein, Agricultural by-product, Valorisation





Page 4 of 4
V240326



 


Review Form (Research)


 


 


Page 


1


 


of 


2


 


V240326


 


 


 


Journal Name:


 


Journal of Biology and Nature


 


Manuscript Number:


 


Ms_JOBAN_14968


 


Title of the Manuscript: 


 


Back


-


Extrusion Characterization of Fresh Kesar Mango Pulp for Thermal 


Processing and Equipment Design


 


Type of the Article


 


Research Article


 


 


 


 


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 


 


 


1. AI Use Declaration


 


 


Artificial Intelligence (AI)


-


generated review comments are prohibited during peer review. Any 


comments generated by AI will be rejected and will not be used in 


the peer review process.


 


 


Have you used AI during the peer 


review of this manuscript? 


 


 


Please write below (YES / NO)


 


NO


 


 


2. To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 


https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general


-


editorial


-


policy/


 


3. Peer review Comments Ap


proval Policy:


 


https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer


-


review


-


comments


-


approval


-


policy/


  


 


4. Benefits for Reviewers:


 


https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits


-


for


-


reviewers


  


 


5. Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


 


 


 


PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


 


 


 


 


Comments of the Reviewers


 


Author’s Feedback


 


 


 


Please write a few sentences regarding the 


importance of this manuscript for the scientific 


community.


 


A minimum of 3


-


4 sentences may 


 


be required for this part.


 


The rhe


o


-


textural characterization


 


for biological 


materials


 


is important 


data


. This helps 


in the 


optimization of the pr


ocess parame


ters of 


industrial 


processing units and in their trouble 


shooting. 


Obtaining


 


data 


f


or 


each s


pecies agai


n help in 


increasing t


he quality of such


 


database that 


will help 


in 


mode


lling. 


 


 


 


 


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


 


 


 


Rating of the Reviewers


 


Author’s Feedback


 


 


1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


4


 


 


3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = 


Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


4. Is the background information of the paper 


sufficient and well organized?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly 


stated?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = 


Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the 


study?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


4


 


 


8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if 


applicable)?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


N/A


 


 


9. Are the results presented clearly? 


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = 


Satisfactory 2 = Needs 


Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


 


5


 


 


10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and 


necessary?


 


Rating Scale: 


 


5


 


 




  Review Form (Research)     Page  1   of  2   V240326      

Journal Name:  Journal of Biology and Nature  

Manuscript Number:  Ms_JOBAN_14968  

Title of the Manuscript:   Back - Extrusion Characterization of Fresh Kesar Mango Pulp for Thermal  Processing and Equipment Design  

Type of the Article  Research Article    

    General guidelines for the Peer Review process:      1. AI Use Declaration     Artificial Intelligence (AI) - generated review comments are prohibited during peer review. Any  comments generated by AI will be rejected and will not be used in  the peer review process.    

Have you used AI during the peer  review of this manuscript?     Please write below (YES / NO)  

NO  

  2. To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:  https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general - editorial - policy/   3. Peer review Comments Ap proval Policy:   https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer - review - comments - approval - policy/      4. Benefits for Reviewers:   https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits - for - reviewers      5. Rating Scale: 5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable         PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)      

 Comments of the Reviewers  Author’s Feedback      

Please write a few sentences regarding the  importance of this manuscript for the scientific  community.   A minimum of 3 - 4 sentences may    be required for this part.  The rhe o - textural characterization   for biological  materials   is important  data . This helps  in the  optimization of the pr ocess parame ters of  industrial  processing units and in their trouble  shooting.  Obtaining   data  f or  each s pecies agai n help in  increasing t he quality of such   database that  will help  in  mode lling.    

    PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)    

 Rating of the Reviewers  Author’s Feedback    

1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?    Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?    Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  4   

3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?   Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 =  Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

4. Is the background information of the paper  sufficient and well organized?   Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly  stated?   Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?   Rating Scale:    5 =  Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the  study?   Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  4   

8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if  applicable)?   Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  N/A   

9. Are the results presented clearly?    Rating Scale:    5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 =  Satisfactory 2 = Needs  Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable  5   

10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and  necessary?   Rating Scale:   5   

